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Citizens of countries across the globe rely on their respective criminal justice system 
for safety and security. Such criminal justice system consists of criminal justice 
organizations, like police, public prosecution, and court, that work seamlessly 
together and ensure the rule of law and good governance in a country. Given the 
impact of crime on individuals and society, a sustainable and trustworthy judicial 
system is crucial. 
Essential to sustainable and trustworthy criminal law enforcement is the seamless 
and effective exchange of information across criminal justice organizations 
(Langbroek & Tjaden, 2009). Reaching this requires criminal justice organizations 
to collaborate and align their processes. However, in many countries, e.g., Germany, 
Finland, and the Netherlands, long judicial throughput times can be observed 
(European Commission, 2018). There is abundant, anecdotic evidence on problems 
in finding alignment across criminal justice organizations, documented by 
incomplete handovers, disconnected processes, and non-coordinated information 
flows. Seemingly, seeking higher accuracy and efficiency in bringing criminal cases 
to court is a challenge. 
One of the main difficulties in achieving collaboration and alignment relates to 
the multiple, sometimes contradicting, performance objectives the different 
criminal justice organizations have to reach. Improving efficiency and shortening 
throughput times is currently of great importance (European Commission, 2018). 
However, criminal justice organizations are also supposed not to fail on quality 
and accuracy. For example, whenever the prosecution of an accused person is 
stopped due to a procedural inconsistency in any part of the process, both the 
public and politics express their indignation. A second difficulty concerns the need 
for collaboration in the criminal justice setting that is used to rely on judicial as well 
as organizational independence. On the one hand, criminal justice organizations 
deliver their service based on criminal case information collected by and shared 
between various criminal justice organizations as well as through the combination 
of professional knowledge of multiple stakeholders. On the other hand, criminal 
justice organizations are supposed to act as independent organizations as 
determined by law. 
All around the world, governments and criminal justice organizations are looking 
for ways to improve their criminal law enforcement. In doing so, they need to face 
challenges in dealing with multiple performance aims and seeking improvement 
through collaboration. Politicians and criminal justice managers seek improvement 
through applying supply chain management practices that are known for 
improving collaboration between organizations, streamlining activities and 
processes across organizations, and reaching shared performance aims (De Blok et 
al., 2015). Criminal justice managers and politicians stress the importance of shared 
information, joined decision-making and coordination of activities across criminal 
justice organizations. In this line of reasoning, they initiated improvement initiatives 
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like aligning information exchange processes, sharing planning and coordination 
information, and introducing inter-organizational ICT between criminal justice 
organizations (Cordella & Iannacci, 2010; Iannacci, 2014), i.e., applying supply chain 
management principles and practices. 
Currently, the use of supply chain management in criminal justice settings is 
insufficiently understood. This lack of understanding leaves governments, criminal 
justice organizations, and its politicians and managers with multiple questions. Is 
it possible to apply supply chain management principles in criminal justice? If so, 
how can these practices be applied? Are there constraints and barriers to the use 
of supply chain management practices? If so, what are these? What are the effects 
on the performance of criminal justice? Neither practice nor theory provides 
answers to these questions, yet. Such questions, together with the lack of answers, 
have inspired us to focus the central aim of this thesis: to explore how supply chain 
management is applied in criminal justice. Serving this aim, we will continue by first 
providing a general understanding of the criminal justice sector, criminal justice as 
a supply chain, and the related characteristics. Second, we discuss relevant streams 
of literature and their main insights related to the understanding of supply chain 
management in criminal justice. Third, we present the theoretical motivation for 
this study by identifying multiple research gaps. Following, the main research 
aim is determined and motivated. Finally, we present the thesis outline by shortly 
introducing the main chapters. The structure of this thesis comes together in the 
schematic representation provided at the end of this chapter. 
1.2 | Criminal justice setting
1.2.1 Setting the scene: criminal justice and high impact-crime
Criminal law enforcement involves both the prevention as well as the detection, 
investigation, jurisdiction, and correction of crimes. Different types of crime can 
be distinguished, each requiring different levels of involvement of various criminal 
justice organizations and stakeholders. Figure 1.1 shows the different crime areas 
that can be distinguished in criminal justice. 
This research focuses on the detection, investigation, and jurisdiction of high-impact 
crime cases (hereafter: criminal cases) such as burglary, robbery, and violent crime. 
These criminal cases are, in contrast to often-recurring crime, brought to court and, 
in contrast to cases of undermining, processed by a fixed chain of criminal justice 
organizations, i.e., police, public prosecution service, and court. Due to the severe 
nature of burglary, robbery and violent crime, the impact on victims, witnesses as 
well as society is generally high as it impairs the sense of security (Dutch Ministry 
of Safety and Justice, 2014, 2016). Therefore, criminal justice organizations are 
pressured to detect, investigate, and provide a judgment on these cases in a just as 
well as timely fashion. However, different from traffic violations and often-recurring 
crime, processing high-impact crimes involves various uncertainties on (1) the 
(number of ) suspects involved in the crime; (2) the number and severity of criminal 




and (4) the requirements of the defending party. These uncertainties influence the 
course of investigation and prosecution of the criminal case, the number of other 
stakeholders and criminal justice organizations involved, and their moment of 
involvement, as well as the timing of the trial. 
1.2.2 Criminal justice as a supply chain 
The core criminal justice organizations involved in the detection, investigation, 
and jurisdiction of high-impact crimes are the police, public prosecution service, 
and court. These three organizations, despite each having their distinct tasks, 
responsibilities, and resources, act as a supply chain (hereafter: criminal justice 
supply chain). That the criminal justice organizations are part of a supply chain 
means that the output of one organization serves as input for the next organization 
(see Figure 1.2) and that they together deliver a final product. The final product of 
this chain is the criminal case provided with a verdict. The sequential processes 
involved in producing the end-product are the detection, investigation, and 
jurisdiction of criminal cases. The police, public prosecution service, and court 
are connected through flows of information concerning the content of a criminal 
case as well as information supporting planning and management of the criminal 
cases. Both content and the planning information are required to bring a complete 
criminal case to court in a timely fashion. 
Figure 1.1 Crime areas and focus of the empirical research setting (i.e., grey boxes)
12
JUST INTEGRATING OR INTEGRATING JUSTICE?
Within the criminal justice chain, the public prosecution service is generally the focal 
actor that has to (1) steer the police on the investigation of the criminal case and 
the detection of the suspect; (2) collect all information on the crime, the suspects, 
victims and witnesses from the police; (3) put collected information together in a 
criminal case file and decide to prosecute the suspect; (4) deliver all criminal case 
information to the court; and (5) present the criminal case against the suspect into 
court recommending a sentence. Depending on the severity of the criminal case, 
the public prosecution service has to involve and consult other organizations like 
the probation service as well as psychologists and psychiatrists and include their 
advices in the criminal case file. Also, the defense party, represented by solicitors 
and barristers, might provide information and requests for investigations to be 
performed by the police and public prosecution service. 
1.2.3 Criminal justice characteristics
Criminal justice supply chains are distinct from private product and service supply 
chains due to their public character as well as their specific criminal justice context. 
The most fundamental points of distinction are the performance objectives, 
regulatory and law-based processes, and the role of the customer. 
Performance objectives. The overall aim of the criminal justice supply chain is to 
serve the public in providing justice and safety. Criminal justice organizations have 
a shared sense of responsibility focused on serving the common good. In doing 
so, they have to serve performance in terms of legitimacy, equality, reliability, 
fairness, safety and due process (Dandurand, 2014; Kuipers et al., 2014; Staats, 
Bowler, & Hiskey, 2005), while at the same time they have to adhere to economic 
values like efficiency. This means that criminal justice organizations, like most other 
public service organizations, have to balance potentially conflicting performance 
objectives (Callender, 2011; Lindgren & Jansson, 2013; Mcpherson & Sauder, 2013). 
Regulatory and law-based processes. Processes within and between the police, public 
prosecution service, and courts, like between any types of professional service 




organizations, need to be managed in order to arrive at the desired performance 
(Lewis and Brown, 2012). Pursuing political objectives is widely seen as resulting in 
processes regulated by laws, procedures, and regulations (e.g., Laing, 2003), as also 
can be observed in the criminal justice supply chain. While different criminal justice 
organizations work towards the completion of a criminal case, laws and procedures 
regulate the allowed dependence between organizations. The constitutional law 
of separation of power, i.e., trias politica, is dominant in the criminal justice supply 
chain. This law captures the legal independence of the different criminal justice 
organizations in their decision-making. For example, the objectivity of the judges 
and the independence of the court should by no means be affected by the acts, 
decisions, and opinions of the police and public prosecution service. In addition, 
laws, procedures, and rules regulate the way the different processes need to be 
designed and managed so that different professional service organizations work 
together in the criminal justice chain. It is set with whom, to what extent and in 
which activities the criminal justice organizations may or may not work together. In 
other words, criminal justice organizations work together in a forced supply chain 
regulated by laws and procedures. 
Role of customers. The criminal justice supply chain serves multiple customers, i.e., the 
general public as well as individual citizen-customers like suspects, witnesses, and 
victims. Each of these customers has their own distinct, sometimes contradicting, 
interests, and role in the service. The general public has a distant role and is not 
directly part of the process. Individual citizen-customers are part of the process 
in that they provide information that is relevant in developing and processing a 
criminal case towards a verdict for the suspect. Unlike in general service provision, 
citizen-customers like suspects do not have a choice in whether to take part in 
the criminal justice process. Often, at the start of processing a criminal case, the 
suspect is unknown and, thus, not yet involved. Therefore, the core of the criminal 
justice process is focused on processing information on the crime and information 
on suspects, victims, and witnesses rather than processing the physical customers.
Overall, the typical criminal justice characteristics induce challenges to the 
management and integration of criminal justice processes and inter-organizational 
information flows. First, dealing with justice, political, and economic objectives 
makes managing and integrating criminal justice supply chains more complex 
(Callender, 2011). Second, criminal justice organizations are process-oriented in 
the sense that laws and subsequent procedures need to be followed and obeyed, 
but this, paradoxically, forms barriers in terms of cooperation and integration when 
it comes to information sharing, joint planning, workflow management and shared 
information systems. Third, the criminal justice supply chain has to service multiple 
distinct citizen-customers that each have their distinct interests and role. These 
citizen-customers might provide uncertainties to the process of bringing a criminal 
case to court as they are not by definition involved from the start of the process 
and not per se voluntarily involved in providing the necessary information needed 
by the criminal justice organizations. This complicates the planning and control 
of criminal justice processes. Still, despite the given challenges, criminal justice 
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chains choose to implement supply chain management principles to improve the 
performance of their system.  
1.3 | Scientific foundation of the current study
Based on the presented criminal justice supply chain, its delivery process and its 
characteristics, we understand that criminal justice organizations work together in a 
supply chain providing a service in a public setting. Several studies have investigated 
criminal justice operations by studying the application of operations management 
practices. Operations management practices generally relate to the management, 
design, and improvement of the production and delivery of products and services 
(e.g., Slack, Chambers, & Johnston, 2016). The main focus of studies on criminal 
justice operations has been on efficiency and quality improvement, including 
studying practices related to case flow management and lean, capacity and 
inventory management, process management, and information management (see 
Table 1.1). Based on the findings of these studies, we can conclude that research 
related to criminal justice operations provides new insights for both theory and 
practice. At the same time, we can conclude that the current understanding of 
criminal justice operations is limited to intra-organizational processes, i.e., with the 
emphasis on court operations, and focused on for-profit performance measures, 
i.e., efficiency instead of criminal justice-related performance measures as justice 
and accuracy. Currently, the understanding of how criminal justice operations 
across multiple criminal justice organizations should be managed and integrated is 
limited. Accordingly, the importance of the inter-organizational and judicial nature 
of criminal justice supply chains is largely ignored (Dandurand, 2014; Kuipers et al., 























Intervention People are adapting the speed 
at which work is performed and 
can increase the speed of work 
as backlogs grow and incentives 
stimulate to do so. Backlogs and 
incentive thus influence processing 
times and, hence, the –imbalanced – 






Courts Delays Action 
research
Delays in court processes are 
partly inherent to the nature and 
characteristics of the court system, 
e.g., unpredictable nature of criminal 
cases, and partly due to inconsistent 
performance measurement, high 
work-in-process, and a lack of 










Court output does not depend 
on the number of serving judges. 
However, an increase in caseload 
provides the incentive to judges to 





Courts Delays Statistical 
data analysis 
& Survey
Even though statistical data shows 
that delays are evident in the court 
system, the perception of delay 
differs dramatically according to the 
respondent’s role.  Delays are mainly 
attributed to external factors and 






Courts Efficiency Case study Applying flow management 
principles, i.e., lean thinking, in courts 
is possible, but requires adjustments 
to the specifics of the criminal justice 
context. The dual role of customers, 
cultural issues, and different levels of 







Case study Delays in throughput times relate 
to interference by judges, lack of 
collective planning and capacity 
management, inefficient courtroom 




Courts Delays Descriptive 
study
Delays are the result of paper-
based, non-digital information 
exchange, high level of part-time 
working staff, and judges leading 
to planning and capacity difficulties 
and a lack of information and case 
flow management. Barriers include 
laws and procedures and judicial 
independence.
Table 1.1 Operations management research in criminal justice
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Courts Efficiency Case study Performance measurement in 
courts requires more attention 
to understanding the causal 
relationships, improving the 
informativeness of used measures, 
improving the role of the measures 
as communication devices, and 









Case study Identified operations practices 
in courts are aimed at managing 
quality, output, and delivery time of 
courts. Operations management in 
courts is challenged by the specific 
nature of the customer, the inde-
pendence and autonomy of judicial 











Many and diverse stakeholders are 
involved in the delivery process and 
have different levels of expectations 
in terms of quality. This should be 
embraced when developing quality 
systems for courts while being aware 
that quality standards cannot be uni-
versally and indiscriminately applied 




Courts Quality, time 
and speed
Delphi study Justice systems’ value is set and man-
aged based on internal and external 
expectations. Results show that 
quality is valued in terms of timeli-
ness of the justice process, quality of 
professional decision making, and 












Case study The design and implementation of 
information technology supporting 
criminal justice processes is a com-
plex interplay between routines, 
technology, and legal boundaries 
that requires a cross-organizational 
perspective. 
Since the current understanding of the field of law enforcement is limited to an 
intra-organizational perspective, it provides too little scientific foundation for this 
thesis. Accordingly, investigating the management of criminal justice supply chains 
involves multiple broader but related streams of literature. It is at the crossroads 
of three related fields; two sub-fields of operations management, i.e., supply 
chain management and service operations management, as well as the field of 
public management. Within the field of operations management, supply chain 
management focusses on the management, design, and improvement of inter-
organizational processes, while service operations management focusses on the 
management, design, and improvement of service processes. Public management 
focusses on the distinct, context-specific, characteristics, and principles of public 




organizations and how these public organizations should be managed, designed 
and improved. Each of these three streams provides relevant elements, i.e., 
principles and insights, that together provide the backbone for understanding and 
studying the management and integration of criminal justice supply chains (see 
Figure 1.3). In the following, we will elaborate on each of the streams of literature.
1.3.1 Relevant Supply Chain Management principles and insights
A supply chain includes all organizations and stakeholders that are involved 
in fulfilling a customer need. These organizations and stakeholders are linked 
through product or service flows as well as information flows supporting the 
creation and delivery of a product or service (Carter, Rogers, & Choi, 2015; Cooper, 
Lambert, & Pagh, 1997; Ellram, Tate, & Billington, 2004; Giannakis, 2011). Critical 
business processes in both product and service supply chains are information 
flow management, capacity and demand management, customer relationship 
management, supplier relationship management, service delivery management, 
and cash flow management (Cooper et al., 1997; Ellram et al., 2004). Accordingly, 
supply chain management involves “the integration of key business processes 
from end-user through suppliers that provide products, services, and information 
that add value for customers and other stakeholders” (Cooper et al., 1997, p. 2). 
Important supply chain management decisions are related to (1) who are the key 
supply chain members with whom to link processes; (2) what processes should 
be linked with each of these members; and (3) what level of integration and 
coordination should be applied for each process link (Cooper et al., 1997; Lambert & 
Cooper, 2000). Even though the management of criminal justice supply chains does 
Figure 1.3 Fields related to supply chain management and integration in criminal justice
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not involve deciding on key members in the chain, criminal justice supply chains 
are subject to decisions on what processes to link and to what extent to integrate. 
Serving these decisions, one of the main supply chain practices studied and applied 
in supply chain management is supply chain integration. It involves breaking down 
the functional barriers which appear within and between organizations (Flynn, 
Huo, & Zhao, 2010; Frohlich & Westbrook, 2001; Pagell, 2004; Zhao, Huo, Selen, 
& Yeung, 2011) to facilitate and achieve effective and efficient flows of products 
and services across multiple organizations. Findings show a positive relationship 
between supply chain integration and supply chain performance (Gimenez, 
van der Vaart, & van Donk, 2012; Kache & Seuring, 2014; Leuschner, Rogers, & 
Charvet, 2013; Van der Vaart & Van Donk, 2008). The application of information and 
communication technology (ICT) plays a critical role therein (Chen & Paulraj, 2004; 
Gunasekaran & Ngai, 2004; Vanpoucke, Boyer, & Vereecke, 2009; Zhang, van Donk, 
& Van Der Vaart, 2016). Overall, supply chain integration principles are proven to 
be of great importance to supply chains in general, as might also be expected for 
criminal justice supply chains.
1.3.2 Relevant Service Operations Management principles and insights 
Services are differentiated from products by their simultaneity of production 
and consumption, heterogeneity, perishability, and intangibility (Fitzsimmons, 
Fitzsimmons, & Bordoloi, 2014). Consequently, service operations mainly involve 
processing customers and information (provided by the customers). Important 
service operations management decisions are (1) who are the right customers; (2) 
what is the service offered; (3) how will services be delivered; and (4) what happens 
when service and customer meet and interact (Roth & Menor, 2003). Given these 
decisions, service operations management research predominantly focused on the 
interaction and integration of information flows between service organizations 
and their consumers (Maull, Geraldi, & Johnston, 1993; Sampson & Spring, 2012; 
Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Voss, Roth, & Chase, 2008; Wang, Wallace, Shen, & Csshoi, 
2015). As for supply chains, the management of processes between the service 
organizations that together provide the service is as essential. Still, the specific 
service characteristics increase the complexity of managing these service supply 
chain processes (Giannakis, 2011; Sengupta et al., 2006). 
In understanding the complexity of services, service operations management 
scholars have distinguished multiple types of services based on their differences 
in customer contact, flexibility of processes and labor intensity (Schmenner, 
1986, 2004; Silvestro, Fitzgerard, Johnston, & Voss, 1992; Wemmerlöv, 1990). 
This distinction is argued to be essential as organizational structures and the 
management of organizational processes are specific per service type (Goodale, 
Kuratko, & Hornsby, 2008; Lewis & Brown, 2012). Public services like criminal justice, 
but also education and healthcare, are generally characterized as professional 
services. Professional services are characterized by their high customer’s input 
uncertainty, high processes uncertainty, and their professional and organizational 




2008; von Nordenflycht, 2010). These characteristics provide challenges for the 
management of professional service operations (Brandon-Jones, Lewis, Verma, 
& Walsman, 2016; Lewis & Brown, 2012), as might also be expected for criminal 
justice organizations. 
1.3.3 Relevant Public Management principles and insights 
Public organizations distinguish themselves from private organizations by 
their organizational goals, their government-based ownership and funding, 
political complexity, regulated processes, and their bureaucratic organizational 
structures  (Boyne, 2002; Bozeman, 1987; Laing, 2003; Perry & Rainey, 1988). Public 
organizations provide a service or a set of services directly to both individual 
citizens and society as a whole (Lindgren & Jansson, 2013; Radnor et al., 2016). Their 
service provision mainly depends on knowledge and expertise of professional 
workforces (Noordegraaf, 2015, 2016). The specific public as well as professional 
characteristics influence the inter-organizational information flows (Gil-Garcia & 
Sayogo, 2016; Lindgren & Jansson, 2013; Noordegraaf, 2015, 2016; Wenjing, 2011; 
Yang & Maxwell, 2011) and, thus, are  relevant to take into account when managing 
public service supply chains. 
Traditionally, political objectives (e.g., equity and legitimacy) rather than economic 
objectives (e.g. efficiency and effectiveness) dominate performance in public 
services (Berman, 2008; Boyne, 2002; Callender, 2011; Laing, 2003). Over the past 
couple of decennia, the political objectives have been supplemented or sometimes 
even almost replaced by a strive for operational performance in terms of efficiency 
(Andrews, Boyne, & Walker, 2011; Hood, 1995; Karwan & Markland, 2006; Voets, 
Van Dooren, & De Rynck, 2008). The latter focus on efficiency has been developed 
over the past 20 years into the ‘new public management movement’. New public 
management focused on increasing efficiency, accountability and transparency 
in public services (Dunleavy et al., 2006), inducing both political and economic 
pressure affecting decision-making in public services (Mcpherson & Sauder, 
2013; Reay & Hinings, 2007). Besides political and economic objectives, public 
organizations are subject to professional objectives (e.g., quality and reliability) 
stemming from the professional workforce in public service provision. Taken 
together, public organizations nowadays have to manage the interplay between 
political, economic and professional performance objectives (Noordegraaf, 2015). 
Interestingly, the rise of ICT as an innovative technology in public services seems 
to be an opportunity for public services to reorganize their processes along 
their service supply chain and reconsider (inter-) organizational mechanisms. 
Inter-organizational information systems are used in public services as a means 
to accomplish increased inter-organizational process alignment and improved 
performance (Karwan & Markland, 2006; Venkatesh, Chan, & Thong, 2012). It 
provides “the technology-based infrastructure that acts as a conduit for facilitating 
transactions, sharing information with trading partners, coordinating activities and 
establishing governance structures between firms” (Bhakoo and Choi, 2013, p.432). 
Different from the introduction of the Internet, e-mail, and general IT systems, 
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current ICT initiatives in public services are combined with political reforms and 
organizational changes. The shift of public services towards using intra- and inter-
organizational IT includes a change in societal information handling norms and 
patterns as well as a change in related laws, rules, and procedures (Dunleavy et al., 
2006). These insights most likely apply for the criminal justice context.
1.4 | Motivation and the main aim of the current study
Even though the fields of supply chain management, service operations 
management, and public management provide useful insights for understanding 
and studying criminal justice supply chains, multiple research gaps can be identified 
for each of the research streams. 
Supply chain management scholars have proven that supply chain management 
practices ensure supply chain performance improvement in for-profit settings 
(e.g., Leuschner et al., 2013; Van der Vaart & Van Donk, 2008). Even though the 
underlying issues in supply chains are in general the same, i.e., how to design and 
manage a supply chain (Ellram et al., 2004; Sengupta et al., 2006), the applicability 
of and the benefits gained from supply chain management and integration 
mechanisms are shown to be contingent on the context of the supply chain (Flynn 
et al., 2010; Sousa & Voss, 2008), e.g., public context. In addition, organizations 
and supply chains that are motivated by equity and not-for-profit objectives 
would be expected to develop unique practices relative to for-profit ones, such 
as practices supporting not-for profit objectives, and practices managing complex 
networks of stakeholders and their competing priorities. (Pagell, Fugate, & Flynn, 
2018). However, such integrative practices are hardly understood and investigated 
in the public context (e.g., Pagell, Fugate, & Flynn, 2018). In essence, the current 
supply chain management literature lacks understanding on the management 
and integration of public supply chains like the criminal justice one. Accordingly, 
as emphasized by some initial studies in public service supply chains on this topic 
(Dobrzykowski, 2019; Gualandris & Klassen, 2018; Harland, Telgen, Callender, 
Grimm, & Patrucco, 2019; Pullman, Longoni, & Luzzini, 2018), better theoretical and 
practical understanding is much needed. 
Service operations management scholars acknowledge that in integrating service 
processes, e.g., through the application of ICT, one has to take into account the 
professional (public) service characteristics. These characteristics might constrain the 
level of potential for automation, level of routine of activities, and connectedness of 
processes (Ponsignon, Smart, & Maull, 2011). Also, service operations management 
scholars do acknowledge the inter-organizational nature of service delivery, e.g., 
in preparing, planning, handing over, or combining parts of the service. Still, 
despite a widely acknowledged relevance of inter-organizational integration for 
adequate service delivery (Ellram, Tate, & Billington, 2004; Baltacioglu, Ada, Kaplan, 
Yurt And, & Cem Kaplan, 2007) and adequate professional service delivery (Fu, 
Flood, Bosak, Morris, & O’Regan, 2013; Lewis & Brown, 2012; Brandon-Jones, Lewis, 




inter-organizational integration in service operations. Additionally, despite the 
profound impact of public services on individuals and society, the public context 
is under-exposed in traditional service operations management research (Ostrom, 
Parasuraman, Bowen, Patricio, & Voss, 2015; Victorino et al., 2018).
Public management scholars focus on the interplay between political, economic and 
professional objectives (Dunleavy, Margetts, Bastow, & Tinkler, 2006; Noordegraaf, 
2015; O’Flynn, 2007; Voets et al., 2008), but, little guidance has been provided 
with regards to organizational mechanisms supporting such performance within 
public service chains (Radnor and Osborne, 2013). In addition, despite the inter-
organizational dynamics in and interactive nature of public services, public 
management literature mainly has an intra-organizational focus (Osborne et al., 
2013). Public management scholars have used different approaches to theorize 
about the differences between public and private organizations, for example, by 
using dimensions like ownership, funding, goal setting, and control. However, the 
understanding of the influence of those dimensions on the use of management 
practices has been limited to an intra-organizational level. Therefore, more research 
regarding the potential and the role of integration mechanisms like applying inter-
organizational ICT is much needed. So far, little studies have focused on applying 
an inter-organizational focus, despite the calls for such focus. 
In conclusion, as becomes evident from the research gaps presented, but also from 
recent calls for research into the management of public supply chains (Gualandris 
& Klassen, 2018; Johnson, Dooley, Hyatt, & Hutson, 2018; Pagell et al., 2018; Pullman 
et al., 2018; Rodriguez, Giménez Thomson, Arenas, & Pagell, 2016), scholars have 
largely ignored the importance of understanding the management of public 
supply chains like criminal justice. Current literature lacks understanding of the 
use of supply chain management principles, in particular integration mechanisms 
and the use of information technology, in inter-organizational public settings 
like criminal justice. This leaves multiple questions unanswered: Is it possible to 
just apply supply chain principles in public settings like criminal justice? If so, 
does it show similar, adapted, or new forms of supply chain principles that might 
also be of use to private service settings? What are the constraints, barriers, and 
enablers? How does the specific public context influence the use, the role, and 
performance outcomes of supply chain principles? What is the role of ICT in public 
supply chains? How does ICT support integration and performance improvement 
in public supply chains? All in all, is it about just integrating known supply chain 
integration mechanisms in a criminal justice setting or is it about integrating justice 
by using new forms and new purposes of integration in a criminal justice setting? 
We aim to contribute to the fields of supply chain management, service operations 
management, and public management by answering part of these open questions 
(see 1.5 thesis outline). Against this background, the central aim of this thesis is to 
explore the use of supply chain management –in particular, integration mechanisms– 
in criminal justice.
22
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1.5 | Thesis outline  
The central aim of this thesis is to explore how supply chain management –in 
particular, integration– is applied in criminal justice. We broaden and deepen the 
understanding of supply chain management by analyzing the application, design, 
and evolution of supply chain integration mechanisms in the context of criminal 
justice. We conducted multiple studies that together served the central aim. In the 
following, we outline the motivation of each of these studies, together with the 
research question, design, and findings. The structure of this thesis is summarized 
and presented in Figure 1.4. 
Although criminal justice organizations initiate supply chain management 
initiatives, the understanding of supply chain integration in criminal justice as well 
as in public chains, in general, is insufficient. Despite recent calls for research into 
the management of public supply chains (Gualandris & Klassen, 2018; Johnson et 
al., 2018; Pagell et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018; Rodriguez et al., 2016), current 
research on supply chain integration has ignored the nature and characteristics 
as well as the inter-organizational feature of public services like criminal justice. 
This leads to the first research questions of this thesis: is supply chain integration 
as understood in a private setting applicable in a pure public context like criminal 
justice? And, is supply chain integration used for similar purposes? If and how is supply 
chain integration shaped by specific inter-organizational characteristics of criminal 
justice chains? (see Chapter 2). In answering these first research questions, we 
used publicness theory as a theoretical lens. We used specific criminal justice 
characteristics and dilemmas together with the three well-established supply 
chain integration dimensions of Leuschner, Rogers, and Charvet (2013) as initial 
starting point. The empirical exploration relied on case study research involving 49 
interviews, numerous documents, field visits, and observations that we conducted 
in three regional criminal justice supply chains in The Netherlands. We focused on 
the process of bringing criminal cases to court, entailing the detection, prosecution, 
and jurisdiction of criminal cases. Findings show that control structures, embodied 
in laws and regulations, define the governance of relations between supply chain 
partners. Still, in addition to these formalized ties, extensive known for-profit 
operational and information integration mechanisms can be observed with 
limited relational integration. Surprisingly, although supply chain integration 
seems similar to a for-profit context, it serves a different role in several links i.e. 
dealing with tensions stemming from the specific goal setting and stakeholders 
of the criminal justice chain. In answering the first research questions, we submit 
important implications for the use of integration mechanisms in public supply 
chains as well as in for-profit ones.
In exploring the supply chain logic as well as the use of integration mechanisms 
in criminal justice supply chains, we observed that criminal justice organizations, 
as public organizations in general, have embraced the trend of using ICT as an 
integration mechanism to improve service delivery. However, appropriately 




to be complicated. Despite its potential benefits for public service settings, the 
inter-organizational nature of many public services is mostly ignored. Therefore, 
the second research question of this thesis is: How do criminal justice supply 
chains redesign their information flows into digital ones? (see Chapter 3). To answer 
this research question, we performed a cross-country case study, including 36 
interviews, numerous documents, field visits, and observations that were conducted 
in four European criminal justice supply chains. In this study, we focused on the use 
of ICT between the police, public prosecution, and court as the main parties of 
the criminal justice supply chain. The four cases show two different - seemingly 
viable - design approaches. These approaches are the result of differences in 
choices regarding service strategies and performance aims as well as differences 
in how criminal justice characteristics and specific criminal justice procedures are 
dealt with. In addition, we show that supply chain integration in this context only 
happens when clear choices are made, and procedures are adapted. Accordingly, 
integration is not an automatic result of the use of ICT, as is often assumed (Zhang 
et al., 2016, 2011). 
In answering the second research question, we found that the redesign of 
information flows into digital ones is the result of service supply chain design 
decisions. This is in contrast to the main assumption of maturity models advocating 
that digital transformation is a result of, and ongoing progressive stepwise process 
towards advanced, fully-integrated ICT (e.g., Andersen & Henriksen, 2006; Layne & 
Lee, 2001). They ignore important lessons from the service operations and supply 
chain management literature that stress that appropriate organization of the 
service delivery process, i.e., the activities and interactions taking place between 
organizations to produce the final service jointly, is a prerequisite for adequate 
final service provision (e.g., Sampson, 2000). Even though existing research has 
criticized the prescriptive and linear nature of maturity models within and outside 
the e-Government domain (e.g., Coursey & Norris, 2008; Galliers & Sutherland, 
1991; Sabherwal, Hirschheim, & Goles, 2001; Sandoval-Almazan & Gil-Garcia, 
2018) little empirical attention is given to understand the alignment of strategic 
and technological imperatives. Given the criminal justice context that shows 
these imperatives, our third and last research question reads: How does the use of 
information technology in criminal justice supply chains evolve? (see Chapter 4). In 
answering this research question, we combine theoretical insights from maturity 
and strategic alignment models as a starting point. Empirically, to capture the 
implementation of information technology over time, we performed a longitudinal 
case study following the digital transformation of criminal justice in England and 
Wales. We rely on data from 17 interviews, 6 focus groups, numerous documents, 
observations, and field visits. Analysis of this data reveals that e-Government 
evolution is an unpredictable process where e-Government trajectories display 
long sequences of interdependent and interlocked events that are punctuated by 
turning points that re-direct trajectories.
To act upon the main aim of this thesis, based on the combined empirical insights, 
we aim to contribute to discussions on whether, when, and how traditional supply 
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chain integration mechanisms are adopted or contextualized in supply chains that 
are not primarily motivated by profit (See Chapter 5). The structure of this thesis is 
summarized in Figure 1.4.
Figure 1.4 Structure of this thesis
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